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lleen JBT-1, USSN 10/657,880: PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR 
REVIEW COMMENTS 

Applicant filed an Amendment After Final on Sept. 29, 2005 
to correct informalities and rejections under 35 USC 112 in 
paragraphs 2 and 6 of the outstanding Final Rejection mailed 
March 31, 2005 (Paper No. Unavailable) . Review of the claims in 
this form is respectfully requested to clarify the issues. Due 
to a Final Rejection based upon new grounds. Applicant has not 
previously traversed the rejections of paragraphs 8 or 12 of this 
Action. Claim 35, added by Applicant's Amendment of December 6, 
2004 (Paper No.?; hereinafter ''Amdt.") has not been treated on 
the merits due to its withdrawal from consideration in the 
current Action. 

A brief summary of the invention is provided in the first 
paragraph on page 14 of this Amdt. Three principal embodiments 
are contained in the present claims: 

1) A holder assembly comprising a (key) holder, a detachable 
or removably attachable security device comprising a space ID 
portion (for room No.) and incentive (s) comprising a reward 
motivating the user of the holder and access means (e.g., key) to 
separate the space ID portion from the access means for security 
reasons (Claims 1-17 +34); 

2) Access means (e.g., key) for space in combination with a 
detachable or removably attachable security device comprising 
space ID, the device preventing use of the key until its removal 
and providing incentive for removal and maintaining the security 
device separate from the key (Claims 18-21); and 

3) Holder assembly containing key for numbered hotel room, 
comprising at least two panels of folded card stock, with 
removable security device containing assigned room number and 
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providing instructions, incentives and reward for its removal 
(Claims 30-33 + 35, 36) . 



It is respectfully submitted that error is present in the 
rejections of Claims 1-6, 11-13, 17, 18, 20, 21 and 34 over 
Laughlin alone (para. 8 of Final Rejection) in that Laughlin' s 
key holder (6) is also categorized in the Action as a ''security 
device," although it is not removable from a holder as recited in 
Applicant's claims; see discussion on pages 16/17 of the Amdt. 
This principle also applies to Claims 18, 20 and 21 (a second 
embodiment) , as discussed in the first paragraph on page 18 of 
the Amdt. Laughlin places a permanent room number on this holder 
{as shown in the figures and disclosed in text) , thus cannot 
provide for the separation of the room number from the holder 
with a security device, let alone incentives or rewards for doing 
so. The provision of an additional perforated tab (17) as either 
an extra room number portion or a coupon (but not both) does not 
overcome this deficiency and error in identifying Laughlin' s 
disclosed components. 

It is respectfully submitted that error is present in the 
rejection of Claims 7 to 10 over Laughlin + Hollar in that 
neither reference, nor any combination thereof, disclose or 
suggest ''at least one incentive motivating a user of said holder 
and the access means to separate said space identification 
portion from the access means and to keep them separate for 
security reasons,'' with the incentive incluidng a reward. The 
deficiencies and error re Laughlin discussed above are 
incorporated by reference. Furthermore, there is no suggestion 
or motivation to combine these references, since Laughlin 
expresses no concern about "tampering with the key prior to use," 
and Hollar neither discloses nor suggests a space ID portion of a 



keyholder which can be removed from the holder; see arguments in 
paragraph bridging pages 19/20 of the Amdt. 

It is respectfully submitted that error is present in the 
rejection of Claims 14 and 15 over Laughlin + Thompson in that 
there is insufficient suggestion or motivation to combine 
Thompson's disclosure from a disparate art with Laughlin, as 
discussed in the paragraph bridging pages 20/21 of the Amdt., and 
even if such combinations were made, they lack the key 
limitations of Claim 1, as discussed in the paragraph bridging 
pages 21/22 of the Amdt. The arguments and discussion above re 
the deficiencies and error in Laughlin are incorporated by 
reference. 

It is respectfully submitted that error is present in the 
rejections of Claims 16, 19 and 30-33 over Laughlin + Jacobs in 
that the Action alleges that Jacobs ''disclose the desirability of 
keeping an access means separate from a room number for secutiry 
reasons (col. 1, lines 15-26),'' whereas this reference actually, 
states the contrary, thus teaching away from the inve ntion, as 
argued in the paragraph bridging pages 22/23 of the Amdt. The 
misinterpretation of Laughlin is also applicable here, and the 
discussion and arguments above concerning this are incorporated 
by reference. Further deficiencies in the proposed combination 
are discussed in the paragraph bridging pages 23/24 of the Amdt, 
and discussion of Claims 30-33 and the failure of Laughlin and/or 
Jacobs to meet their limitations is provided in the paragraph 
bridging pages 24/25 of the Amdt. 

It is respectfully submitted that error is present in the 
rejection of Claim 36 over Laughlin + Wright in the same manner 
as discussed above re Laughlin alone. Claim 36 adds a map to the 
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embodiment of Claim 30, which distinguishes over Laughlin as 
discussed above re the rejection over Laughlin + Jacobs, which 
arguments are incorporated by reference. 

Favorable action by the Conference in confirming the errors 
identified above and pointing out allowable subject matter is 
respectfully requested. 



